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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of tlie apprqjriate paragraphs of 35 U. S. C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shaB be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) tt)e invention was described in (1) an application for patent, pubiistted under section 122(b), by another filed in the United 
States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in 
the United States before the invention by the appkant for patent, except that an international application filed under the 
treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsedion of an application filed in the United 
States only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty 
in Ufe English language. 

Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ikeda et al (US. Patent. No. 
6.853.959). 

As per claims 1, 1 1, 21 and 30 Ikeda et al. discloses an automated manufacturing facility for 
running automatic production and having a plurality of pieces of automated equipment designed to carry 
out certain tasks and having interac^ve control systems, an automated issue resolution (ISR) system for 
automatically attempting to resolve identified issues that interfere with automatic production, the ISR 
system comprising: 

an automated issue resolution management (ISRM) system for directing attempts to automatically 
resolve issues including error conditions relating to the automated manufacturing facility, the ISRM system 
including a plurality of automated components whose operations the ISRM system is operable to 
coordinate, the components including (Col. 1, lines 52-57, examiner reads operation status of a plant as 
manufacture). 
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a first component for automatically checking whether a first reported issue brought to its attention 
is a recognized issue for which an automatic resolution appears to be available (CoL 1, Lines 49-52, Fig. 
5(A) Rel 70). 

a second component for commanding the taking of automated corrective action by a portion of the 
automated manufacturing facility in response to a reported issue recognized by the first component (Col. 1, 
Lines 52-57, CoL 6, Lines 58-67). 

As per claims 2, 12, and 22 Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 1, wherein 
the ISRM system further includes 

a third component for determining whether the automated corrective action appears to have 
resolved the recognized issue (Fig. 5(A), Ret S18-20, the corrective action appears to have resolved the 
issue if a report has been sent to the user). 

and a fourth component for logging whether the automated corrective action appears to have 
resolved the recognized issue(CoL 7, Lines 2-6, Fig. 5(A), Rel S20). 

As per claims 3, 13, and 23 Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 1, wherein 
the second component of ISRM system further includes 

a first subcomponent for determining whether an automated corrective action appears to be able 
to be taken at present (Fig. 5(A), Ret S 14, the action appear to be able to be taken when emergency 
support is provided). 

a second subcomponent, in communication with the first subcomponent, for advising that an 
automated corrective action cannot be executed at present (Col. 6, Lines 37-41, corrective action cannot be 
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executed if the transmission related to tlie related data is not complete). 

As per claims 4, 14, and 24 Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 3, wherein 
the second subcomponent of second component is operatively arranged for advising via a first message 
that an automated corrective action cannot be taken because of a condition specifically identified in the first 
nfiessage (Col. 6, Unes 37-41, corrective action cannot be executed if the transmission related to the 
related data is not complete). 

As per claims 5 and 15, Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 4, wherein the 
second subcomponent oftiie second component is operatively arranged for advising via a second 
message that an automated corrective action cannot be taken because of at least one piece of automated 
equipment identified in the second message is not in automatic mode (Col. 6, Unes 37-41, corrective action 
cannot be executed if the transmission related to the related data is not complete meaning that one piece of 
equipment is not able to transmit automatically) . 

As per claim 6, Ikeda discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 1, wherein the ISRM system 
further includes at least a plurality of second components which are each respectively dedicated to 
attempting to resolve of a different recognized issue ( Col. 8, Unes 52-58). 

As per claims 7 and 17, Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 1, wherein the 
second component of the ISRM system further includes a first subcomponent for providing at least first and 
second courses of possible automated corrective action (Col. 6, Unes 53-57, Fig. 5(A), Ref. 70, 71), and a 
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second subcomponent (Fig. 5(A), Rel 70, 71) for commanding the taking of the first course of possible 
automated corrective action, and then the taldng of the second course of possible automated corrective 
action if needed (if first course can not resolve the issue, then it moves to the next component to search for 
other alternatives). 

As per claims 8, 18 and 128 Ikeda et al discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 1, further 
comprising 

a third component for determining whether the automated corrective action that ms commanded 
appears to have resolved the recognized issue (Fig. 5(A), Rel S18-20, the corrective action appears to 
have resolved the issue if a report has been sent to the user). 

wherein the third component includes a first subcomponent for providing a first message indicating 
whether the commanded automated corrective action appears to have resolved the issue (Col. 7, Lines 2-6, 
Fig. 5(A), Ret S20) 

the second component includes a first subcomponent for providing at least first and second 
possible automated corrective actions (Col. 6, lines 53-57, Fig. 5(a), Ret 70-71, there are databases that 
contain similar errors and operation history) 

a second subcomponent for commanding the taking of the first possible automated corrective 
action, and then commanding the taking of the second possible automated corrective action if needed (Col. 
6, Lines 53-57, Fig. 5(A), Rel 70, 71) 

third subcomponent for receiving the first message provided by third component and deciding 
whether the second subcomponent needs to command the taking of the second possible automated 
corrective action (if first course(action) can not resolve the issue, then it moves to the next component to 
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search for other altematives). 

As per claims 9, 19 and 29 Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 8, wherein 
the ISRM system further includes 

at least a plurality of second components as set forth above, but with each being dedicated to 
attempting to resolve a distinct recognized issue (Col. 8, Lines 52-58) 

a command memory for providing information pertinent to possible corrective actions with respect 
to at least a plurality of distinct recognized issues (Col. 8. Lines 52-58, a recipe is created to assist in 
finding causes and corrective actions) 

a command sequencer for helping generate at least first and second commands to initiate 
automated corrective actions in sequence as needed (Col. 8, Lines 65-Col 9 line 2). 

As per claims 10 and 20, Ikeda et al. discloses an issue resolution system as in claim 8, wherein 
the ISRM system further comprising 

a fourth component for logging for future reference whether an automated corrective action that 
was commanded appears to have resolved the recognized issue (Col. 7, Lines 2-6, Fig. 5(A), Ref S20). 

a fifth component for providing a message indicating which automated corrective action that was 
commanded appears to have resolved the recognized issue (Col. 7, Unes 2-6, Fig. 5(A), Ref SI 8-20, the 
corrective action appears to have resolved the issue if a report has been sent to the user). 

a sixth component, operatively arranged to receive a message from the Mh component, for 
logging for future reference at least part of the information contained in such received message (Col. 7, 
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Lines 2-6, Fig. 5(A), Ret S20). 

As per claim 25, Ikeda et a/, discloses the automated method of recovering from error conditions as 
set forth in claim 21, wherein the supervisory program has associated therewith a plurality of distinct 
recognized error conditions for which different sets of corrective commands associated with various 
automated corrective actions may be used in attempts to recover therefrom, and method further comprises, 
as pari: of step (d), the substeps of: 

(1) selecting at least a first course of possible automated corrective action, and generating, based 
at least in part thereon, a first set of commands to initiate the first course of automated corrective action 
(CoL 6, Lines 53-57, Fig, 5(A), Ref 70, 71) 

(2) in the event that the recognized incoming error condition does not appear to have been 
corrected in response to the first set of commands, selecting a second course of possible automated 
connective action, and thereafter generating, based at least in part thereon, a second set of commands to 
initiate the second course of automated corrective action (if first course can not resolve the issue, then it 
moves to the next component to search for other alternatives). 

As per claim 26, Ikeda et al discloses the automated method of recovering from error conditions as 
set forth in claim 25, further comprising the steps of 

(e) for a second incoming error condition that is so recognized in step (b), under the auspices of 
the supen/isory program, accessing information associated with that recognized incoming error condition 
(CoL 6, Lines 47-53) to enable the generation of at least a first set of automated corrective commands via 
the supen/isory program distinct from the first set of automated corrective commands generated in 
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response to the first incoming error condition recognized in step (b) (Fig. 5(A), Ref. 76, tlie other related 
database holds information not specifically pertaining to a common error making the corrective action 
distinct from known enors). 

(f) under the auspices of the supervisory program, generating at least a first set of commands for 
initiating automated corrective action to be taken by a portion of the automated factory in an effort to 
resolve automatically the second recognized incoming enor condition (Col. 6, Unes 64-67, Fig. 5(A), Ref. 
S18). 

As per claim 27, Ikeda et al. discloses the automated method of recovering from error conditions as 
set forth in claim 26, that further comprises the following further steps: 

(g) in the event that tirst incoming error condition does not appear to have been corrected in 
response to the first set of commands generated automatically to recover from that tirst incoming error 
condition, sequentially thereafter automatically commanding the generation of a second set of commands 
associated with a second course of possible automated con^ctive action for that tirst incoming error 
condition (if tirst set of commands can not resolve the issue, then it moves to the next component to search 
the database for other alternatives) 

(h) in the event that second incoming error condition does not appear to have been corrected in 
response to the tirst set of commands generated automatically to recover from that second incoming error 
condition, sequentially thereafter automatically commanding the generation of a second set of commands 
associated with a second course of possible automated corrective action for that second incoming error 
condition (Fig. 5(A), Ref. Sid and 19, if the analysis and actions taken do not con-ect tiie error, the results 
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does not go to user and another analysis and set of actions occur). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Nicole L Alien whose telephone number is (571) 272-5830. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supen/isor, David 
Vincent can be reached on (571 ) 272-3080. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application maybe obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Sen/Ice Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




David Vincent 

Supervisory Patent Examiner 
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